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HECKER, Adm ni strative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL
This is a decision on appeal fromthe final
rejection of clainms 1, 4 through 7 and 10 through 12, al

pending clainms in this application?.

1 Al though claim9 appears in the appendix to the brief,
it has been cancel ed.
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The invention relates to a high speed i mage
processing system |In particular, a processor processes a
source imge in sequential portions or slices. Source imge
pi xel s are fetched fromthe host nenory and stored in pixel
buffers. Pixels stored in the pixel buffers are resanpled and
transforned. The pixel fetching process fromthe source
menory and the pixel buffer’s resanpling operation are
performed simultaneously. Wile a new pixel rowis fetched
fromthe source nenory, the previous two rows stored in the
pi xel buffers are processed. The transforned pixels are then
transferred to a pixel display nenory for display.

Representati ve i ndependent claim1l is reproduced as
fol |l ows:

1. A single image processor apparatus for
transform ng an i nage conpri sing:

a) within said single i mge processor, a first
means for transferring image pixel data froma nenory to a
tenporary storage a portion of inamge pixel data at a tine;

b) said neans, within said single inmage processor,
for sanpling each tenporarily stored portion of said inage
pi xel data, wherein the first nmeans for transferring includes
transferring a portion of inmage pixel data while the neans for
sanpling is concurrently sanpling a previously transferred
portion of imge pixel data;



Appeal No. 1998-0882
Appl i cation 08/598, 416

c) means, Wi thin said single inmge processor, for
concurrently spatially transform ng each said sanpled portion
of said inmage pixel data in sequence while said neans for
sanpling is sanpling a subsequent portion of imge pixel data;
and

d) second neans, within said single imge
processor, for transferring each said spatially transforned
portion of said inmage pixel data to a pixel display nmenory for
di spl ay.

The Exami ner relies on the follow ng reference:

Mat sunot o 5, 404, 445 Apr. 4, 1995
(filed Oct. 31, 1991)

Clainms 1, 4 through 7 and 10 t hrough 12 stand
rejected under 35 U . S.C. 8§ 103(a) as bei ng unpatentabl e over
Mat sunot o.

Rat her than reiterate the argunments of Appellants
and the Examner, reference is nmade to the brief and answer
for the respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON

After a careful review of the evidence before us, we
will not sustain the rejection of clainms 1, 4 through 7 and 10
t hrough 12 under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 103.

The Exami ner has failed to set forth a prima facie

case. It is the burden of the Exam ner to establish why one
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having ordinary skill in the art would have been led to the
claimed invention by the reasonabl e teachings or suggestions
found in the prior art, or by a reasonable inference to the
artisan contained in such teachings or suggestions. 1Inre
Sernaker, 702 F.2d 989, 995, 217 USPQ 1, 6 (Fed. Cir. 1983).
"Addi tionally, when determ ning obviousness, the clained

i nvention should be considered as a whole; there is no legally

recogni zable "heart' of the invention.” Para-O dnance Mg. V.
SGS Inporters Int’l, Inc., 73 F.3d 1085, 1087, 37 USPQd 1237,
1239 (Fed. Gir. 1995) (citing W L. CGore & Assocs., Inc. v.
Garlock, Inc., 721 F.2d 1540, 1548, 220 USPQ 303, 309 (Fed.
Cr. 1983), cert. denied, 469 U S. 851 (1984)).
Wth respect to claiml1l, the Exam ner cites the
i ndividual elenments of claim1l and relates themto specific
portions of Matsunoto (answer-page 3). The Exam ner concl udes
by stating:
It is noted that Matsunoto fails to

explicitly teach the details of [the] process in

which only a single processor is involved. However,

Mat sunot 0’ s processor 212 (figure [2]) which

control[s] the process is [the] only [] processor

perform ng the operation (equivalent to Applicant’s
figure 2). Thus, it would have been obvious to a
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person of ordinary skill in the art at the tine the
i nvention was made to configure Matsunpbto’ s system
as clainmed by using only processor 212 to perform

t he process. [Answer-page 3.]

Appel  ants argue that several portions of Matsunpto,
cited by the Exam ner, “fails to disclose even the slightest
scintilla” of that which is clained by Appellants. Further,
Appel I ants contend, “that absolutely nothing within this cited
portion of Matsunbto has anything to do with” what is being
cl ai med.

We agree with Appellants. Mtsunpoto, at colum 7,
lines 32-45 (answer-page 3), deals with Format Transl ator 216
to convert nmenory addresses for a piece of graphics data from

a VGA format to a format accessible to GSP 212. W fail to

see how this teaches the clainmed “a first means for
transferring image pixel data froma nenory to a tenporary
storage a portion of image pixel data at a tine.” (Enphasis

added.)
Simlarly, we fail to see how Matsunoto, colum 9,
lines 29-37 (answer-page 3), teaches the clainmed “transferring

i ncludes transferring a portion of imge pixel data while the
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means for sanpling is concurrently sanpling a previously
transferred portion...” (Enphasis added.) The cited passage
of Matsunoto recites nothing about sanpling or transferring,
not to nention concurrently.

Li kewi se, we find nothing regarding the clained
“concurrently spatially transform ng each said sanpl ed
portion...” (enphasis added) in the cited colum 10, l|ines 14-
25 of Matsunoto. This portion of Matsunoto relates to
generating addresses so that data can be either read fromor

witten to a nenory.

The Exam ner responds that sanmpling is inplied by
the cited portion of Matsunoto, and that spatially
transformng is met by Matsunoto’s address generating schene
when considering a conventional 90-degree rotation. (Answer-
page 4.)

We see no inplied sanpling. W do agree with the
Exam ner that a 90-degree rotation would be a spatia
transformation, but we see no nention of such in the cited

portion of Matsunoto.
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Since there is no evidence in the record that
Mat sunot o t eaches or suggests the elenents of claim1, nor the
concurrent data transferring, sanpling and spati al
transformng, we will not sustain the Exami ner’s rejection of
this claim The sane el enments di scussed supra with respect to
claim1 al so appear in the other independent claim?7. Thus we
will not sustain the Examner’s rejection of claim?7.

The remai ning clains on appeal also contain the
above limtations discussed in regard to clains 1 and 7 and

thereby, we will not sustain the rejection as to these cl ai ns.

We have not sustained the rejection of clains 1, 4
t hrough 7 and 10 through 12 under 35 U S.C. § 103.
Accordingly, the Exam ner's decision is reversed.

REVERSED
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